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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

1. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not 
included in this action can be found in a prior Office action. 

2. Claims 1, 8, 13-21, & 25 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Wafler. 

Re claim 1, Wafler discloses (Figures 1-2, 5A-5C, & 6; 
column 6, line 37 - column 7, line 53) an image processing 
device with an image obtaining section ("Scan Known Original", 
carried out by means of scanner 6) for obtaining an image to be 
processed (in this case, the processing is a comparison with a 
template image, as described at column 6, lines 61-66) , an 
initial image processing condition determination section (Figure 
6: first "Are Values Same?" and "Adjust Scanner Parameters to 
Appropriate I/O Function", carried out by means of controller 7, 
particularly comparator 124 and the portion of main memory 56 
containing the "Known Original Values") for setting an initial 
image processing condition, an image processing condition 
determination section (Figure 6: second "Are Values Same?" and 
"Adjust Scanner Parameters to Appropriate I/O Function", carried 
out by means of controller 7, particularly comparator 124 and 
the portion of main memory 56 containing the "Known Test Print 
Values") for determining a new image processing condition with a 
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desired deviation from the initial image processing condition in 
accordance with the result of applying the initial image 
processing condition, and a section for setting the new image 
processing condition accordingly ("Adjust Printer Parameters To 
Appropriate I/O Function", carried out by means of either 
automated processing or by operator notification via UI 52, as 
noted at column 7, lines 2-7) . The final resulting image 
processing condition is set up as a final device calibration. 

Re claims 8 & 25, the operation of the Wafler system a 
plurality of times upon a plurality of initial images (which are 
inherently "available to the operator", as the operator needs to 
access them in order to input them) will inherently produce a 
plurality of image processing conditions (one for each image 
operated upon) . 

Re claim 13, Wafler further discloses (column 5, lines 12- 
32) that the image processing operation is carried out by a 
computer system (which must inherently follow a set of 
instructions containing the above described elements in order 
for the Wafler device to function as disclosed) . 

Re claims 14-15 & 18-19, Wafler further discloses (column 
7, lines 2-7) automatic operation of these steps (i.e. the 
recited "auto set up" option) , which results in the automatic 
computation of optimum (corresponding to u the amount of 
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correction or adjustment needed' 7 ) parameters for the initial 
image processing condition. 

Re claims 16-17 & 20-21, Wafler further discloses (column 
7, lines 3-7) the option of notifying an operator of the type 
and amount of adjustments to be performed (which inherently 
requires an output for providing this information in a form 
understandable to the operator) . 

Allowable Subject Matter 

3. Claims 2-7, 9-12, & 23-24 are objected to as being 
dependent upon a rejected base claim, but would be allowable if 
rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations 
of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

4. Claim 22 is allowed. 

5. The following is a statement of reasons for the indication 
of allowable subject matter: 

Re claims 2 & 22 (and dependent claims 3-4, 6, & 9-11), the 
art of record does not teach or suggest the recited association 
defining arrangement for defining an association between a first 
parameter and a plurality of sorts of second parameters defining 
image processing condition deviations. 

Re claim 5, the art of record does not teach or suggest the 
recited storage of image processing condition deviation values. 
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Re claims 7 & 12, the art of record does not teach or 
suggest the recited display of a handler for a image processing 
condition deviation adjustment. 

Re claim 23, the art of record does not teach or suggest 
the recited predetermined timing of a plurality of images in 
conjunction with the recited image processing condition 
determination and deviation process. 

Re claim 24, the art of record does not teach or suggest 
the recited plurality of images comprising a desired image 
processing condition deviation in conjunction with the recited 
image processing condition determination and deviation process. 

Response to Arguments 
6. Applicant's arguments filed 6/28/06 have been fully 
considered but they are not persuasive. 

Re claim 1, Applicant argues (6/28/06 Remarks: page 11, 
line 20 - page 12, line 5 and page 13, lines 1-3) that Wafler 
does not teach or suggest that the obtained parameter values are 
not used to perform image processing on the original image. 

However, the recitation of image processing (e.g. claim 1, 
lines 6-7; claim 13, lines 8-9; claim 22, lines 6-7) does not 
require the use of these parameter values to perform image 
processing. 
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Re claim 1, Applicant argues (6/28/06 Remarks: page 12 , 
lines 6-18) that Wafler does not teach or suggest that an image 
processing condition having a deviation from the original image 
processing condition is obtained, and that such a deviation 
would defeat the calibration system of Wafler. 

However, the calibration system of Wafler includes (Figure 
6: "Adjust Scanner Parameters to Appropriate I/O Function") a 
step for producing an image processing condition having a 
deviation from the original image processing condition, inasmuch 
as the next image processing operation (the "Compare Known Test 
Print Values With Image Signal" step) occurs under conditions 
determined by this deviation (the "Scan Hard Copy" step that 
provides this image signal occurs subsequently to the "Adjust 
Scanner Parameters to Appropriate I/O Function" step, and 
therefore using the adjusted scanning parameters) . 

Re claim 1, Applicant argues (6/28/06 Remarks: page 12, 
lines 19-22) that Examiner cites controller 7 of Wafler as a 
teaching for two distinct elements of the claim recitation (the 
initial image processing condition determining section and a 
later image processing condition determining section) . 

However, as noted above, Examiner cited two distinct 
elements within the controller (the portion of main memory 56 
containing the "Known Original Values" and the portion of main 
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memory 56 containing the "Known Test Print Values" , 
respectively) as readable upon these two claim elements. 

Re claim 13, Applicant argues (6/28/06 Remarks: page 13, 
lines 4-6) that claim 13 recites similar elements to claim 1 and 
is allowable for at least the same reasons. 

Applicant's arguments re claim 1 have been addressed above. 

Re claim 17, Applicant argues (6/28/06 Remarks: page 13, 
lines 8-14) that the obtaining of a deviation of parameter 
values in Wafler is not determined by an operation performed by 
an operator, inasmuch as the operator notification in Wafler 
occurs after the parameter values are obtained. 

However, claim 17 simply recites that an operation is 
performed by an operator of the apparatus, and does not 
specifically require that the operation performed by the 
operator determines a deviation of parameter values. 

Re claims 2-4, 9-12, & 23-25 Applicant argues (6/28/06 
Remarks: page 13, line 16 - page 14, line 2) that these claims 
are allowable by virtue of their dependence from claim 1. 

Applicant's arguments re claim 1 have been addressed above. 

Conclusion 

7. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the 
extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 
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A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action 
is set to expire THREE MONTHS from the mailing date of this 
action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO MONTHS 
of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action 
is not mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened 
statutory period, then the shortened statutory period will 
expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated 
from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than 
SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 
8. Any inquiry concerning the contents of this communication 
or earlier communications from the examiner should be directed 
to Stephen M. Brinich at 571-272-7430. 

Any inquiry relating to the status of this application or 
proceeding or any inquiry of a general nature concerning 
application processing should be directed to the Tech Center 
2600 Customer Service center at 571-272-2600 or to the USPTO 
Contact Center at 800-786-9199 or 571-272-1000. 

The examiner can normally be reached on weekdays 8:00-5:30, 
alternate Fridays off. 

The examiner's unit designation has been changed from u Art 
Unit 2624" to "Technology Division 2625" (as of March 20, 2006) . 
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If attempts to contact the examiner and the Customer 
Service Center are unsuccessful, supervisor David Moore can be 
contacted at 571-272-7437. 

Faxes pertaining to this application should be directed to 
the Tech Center 2600 official fax number, which is 571-273-8300 
(as of July 15, 2005) . 

Hand-carried correspondence may be delivered to the 
Customer Service Window, located at the Randolph Building, 401 
Dulany Street, Alexandria, VA 22314. 



Stepffen M Brinich 
Examiner 

Technology Division 2625 
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